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Like most human beings, Anericans are cr1s1s—or1ented

1

We- 2

-

do not gather

ur acorns A

preparation for the future as squirrels

.do.

Snug \and secure in our own little world, we.easily become

complacent.

We nelthé! plan for the future nor anticipate change;

but qiven a crisis we rally to surmount’ it.'
of our pants and we trcatfcancerouf problems with Band-Aids.
sooner nas the crisis passed tnap we become sedentary agaifi.

We flv by the seat *
NO
1

This condition, unfortunately, has been true in Anerlcan hlqher
. education. Revellng in the flush of the academic bull marKet of
.the 1960"¢ as masses of students knocked on the doors of academe,
rich'with research projects and a mobile faculty, higher education
, became complacént. Some lip service, *fand even some appropriate
obeisance, was giyen to the need for 1nnovatlon, reform, self
examination and self-renewal. A few voices were heard crving in
the wilderness predicting the end of the baby boom, the lmpendlng
dollar crunch, the folly of expansion for the sake of
.expanSLon and the potential. glut of faculty. A few percentlve
writers called for the need to examlne our mission, our institutional
goals and the necessity of improving the quality of ins truction in
our colleges and 'universities, but By and large, these cries fell
an deaf ears in the cacaphony of academic inertia.

-

4

.
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Nevertheless, public dLsenchantment with higher education, coupled
with ever decreasing legislative .support, placed higher, education
in a~state of disarray. Acadamicians began speaking and writing of
retrenchment, depression, reevalultion, and the need for planned
change and development. In the 1970's we moved into a period

which is generally descyibed as "steady state"
turbulence that might better be terfed an.

(a period Qf
"unsteadv state"), as

>

.
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g
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kRigher -education faced shrinking and shlftlng enrollments, changlnq',

Invitational address, Internatlonal Conference on Improving
University Instruction, Heidelberg, West Germany, May 8-11, 1975.
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markets/, an aging, "tenured in" fécufty, the prospect| of )
collective bargaining, the increased involvement of ,lpgislators

. -and ggvernors ;ﬁ\the business of' higher education, and .above all,

./, +limitled resources. The ivy=-covered walls of academe had finally L

4 been/ rattled. , | ' o L :

4 : 4 .

. " Bu , as we said 4t the.outseﬁ, we are a crisis-minded pebple and we
dgh't give up the ship easily. Neither has- higher education. What |
should have begun years ago is beginning méw. As some institutions

L)
“

ave heen forced to close their doors in bankruptcy, other institu- -
- tionsﬁiave begun institdfional self-apprafisals and self-renewal
' programs. IAstitutions are becoming increasingly involwed" jin
/ developing new approaches to resource allocation, intensive :

“planning and -progran review and acadenic prografls involving ‘more
‘than dne canpus. Altiiough we do not have much experience upon
" which to -lraw in this area, academic plans and planning procedures
are heing emphasized, papticularly with a thrust towards multi-camous -
orientation. Whatever tne mofivating factors, all of these efforts
have the poterfsial of increAasjnd college and university effectiveness
and improving the yualitylof teachimg and learning. JUnderscoring -
‘* all of these efforts n seen tne recognition of the need for
prograns of planned’ chrange. ' . s

\

v -

_— *

while major effortg aré being undertaken 1in theése dircctions at
institutiong acrofés the United States, the focus of our presentation
1s on the Califdrnfa State University and Colleges (gSUC), a systenm
of 19 ¢ ﬁuses/which offers bacdalaureate and master's degree level
) to gome 280,000 students, employs about 16,000 faculty,

y depenident almost exclusively upon state aporopriations for
perations. -What follows is a chronicle of how-.this svsten
devéloped” and implenented a program for planned change, with
pafticular emphasis on two.high}y unique and special programs,

e Furid for Innovation and tihé Center for Professional

evelopment. '

// . : >

‘ K Establishment of the,Fund~fo; Innovation

2

/ In 1969 and 1970, the budgetary situation for the QsUt svstem was
. //' egpecially 'serious. "In addition to an escalation .of student/faculty
/ ratios, faculty morale was at an all-time low particul®rly because
/ salary increases were deleted from the 1990/71 buddet by a State
4 . government far from enthusiastic about higheT education in
/ general, thus breaking an annual increase pattern for tife first
/ time. since 1964. Chancellor Glemn S. Dumke *responded to both the ..
/ problems of fiscal and public support and the need to insure
quality education to students with a statement to the\system's ~
) . Board of Trustees early in 1971, calling for a new appyoach *to
higher education that included such factors as time-shdrtened X
degree programs,- greater attention,to‘general education) reassessment *
of the meaning of the baccalaureate and needed fiscal {a '
procedural reforms. In the follewing weeks,,a Task Fqrce on )
innovation was organized to initiate innovation and change wit
respect to substantive reforms in instructional methods, |, ‘

A

uses of student and faculty time and the process of learnikg.

-
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Representative of System and campus administrations and theg X
Statewide Academic Senate, fhe Task Force solicited proposals and.

. »'ideas from the 19 member campuses which led to a definition of

~ the specific tasks confronting the CSUC system:- how to plan for,

- implement, and accomplash deliberate change to serve’three bhasic .,
dpjectives - faculty renewal in the broadest sense, improved
;ea;ning'bpportunities throuqgh increased student options, and

L 41ternative approaches to instzuction which would -prove to be

cost effective. . ~ : T
/ : ..
The results-of the call for proposals, coupled with major interest
on the part of the Carnegie Corporation, provided the stimulus ° {
which led to a recommended addition to the system's 1972-73 .
State Budget for a $600,000 Fund for Educational Development.

_*.  Further interest of the part bf the State's Department of Finance,

: the budget-building unit of the State governnent, and recommendations
by the Office of-the Legislative Analy€t, the legal staff office
charged with review and .analysis of '‘the Governor's Budget, led to
a final appropriation of $1.7 million to support the Fund for

3 Innovation and Improvement in the educational process.

Organizationa}LStEﬁcture . ¢

v

. The second major step.in the planned chénge progranm was the' recog-
<. nition that major staff reorganitzation was required within the

" Office of the Chancellor to implement a-full scale program, The
Chancellor andjthe Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, in consul-
tation with thd Task Forcé on Innovation, determined that better -
focus and attentiom for the Program for Innovation and Improvement
could be achieved through the ‘organization of a separate division
within the Office of Academic Affairs which became, in 1972, the
‘Division of New Program Development and Evaluation (NPD&E) .’

* This division was assigned responsibility, for developing the
program to administer funds, coordinate the Carnegie~-supported
. project (ihvolving three cappuses and a systemwide tomponent) and
encourage the development &f educational media within the system.
In addition to its initially assigned function, NPD&E soon became’ . -
he focal point for the developmeént of other innovation=-focused
Ve _ proposals for systegm consideration. ’ -

——

.

. The Fund for Innovation Program ' o e
. - N - ' LY s “/
- An essential element in the program was to stimulaté compgtition
of ideas among the campusés for. implem&ntation of broad edugational
objectives. Thus, the Task Force proposed that state fundg be
allgcated through an open competition among the cdmpuses. he

* idea ‘of allocating funds on a per student basis or other ’'si ilar
ratfonale was discarded not only because it lacked the element

of competition, but more importantly, because it was apparent .

that there were wide variationg among campus faculties with gspect

to both.interest and readiness to pursue innovative instructional

projects. .o L -
F N PN
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Areas encomnassed in the nrog{am are: 1) alternative ﬁethogs of
measuring achievement in degre€ subject .areas; 2) reductﬂg

of stmdent time gpent ih college classrooms and lal,oratories,

.- i including credit’ by exam1nat10n and advanged placement; 3) reform

of general education natterns; "4) increase in the overall efficiency
of the academic program; b5) expandel use of educational’ medla to-
increase efficiency and effectiveness of the college program, and °
-6) external degree/open universitv goncepts.

’ \ ' ' L3 . . e :
’ After the Call tor proposals went out, the NPD&Z staff visited
campuses to explain the program and to encburage an «optlmum response.
The reception on most campuses wWas favorakle. On some it was -

.

~apparent that faculty concerns about warkload were couplcd with a -
generally skeptical view of system-sponsored activities. “Wlany
—faculty, as well as.campus administrators, were not uséd to a
* system program which dJdid not emphasize control, but rather, offered
an opportunity to experiment., Neverthe%ess, the response to the
R .call for proposals was encouraging; fifty-one ¢ampus and systemwide
projects.were funded,*and some_$1.5 million of the aoproprlatlon
expended. - * L ' B ' '

. -

For»the current aogdemlc year, 33 progects, totaling $1.4 million

in grantS' were selected from among 160" dpplications. The:.large
— mmajority of them are new efforts. 1In addition, over $200,000

-of the Fund has been allocated to campuses to grganize mini~grant

. programs where faculty engage in local competition for small i
grants to develop innovative courses, programns, nethdds orx .
techniqués.,” General faculty acceptance and enthusiasm for the 1
.progran has grown, and questionind of its ultimate purbose and

. search for the "hidden agenda" has all but disappearxed.

The kinds of projects supported chanqed focus during the second and
third years of the program, There has been a shig® towards multi-
campus ‘efforts, often requiring greater stimulus and coordlnatlon
' on the part of the staff‘ LAlthough these efforts for the most vart
represent a shift in’ focus*common to several other large college
systems in the United Stdtes, in most insiances the multl-camnus
efforts of the, csuc are outgrowths of pnp]ects which began on.a
31ngle campus. !

The move toward multi~-campus projects has been undertaken in

thebelief that the dissemination of the outcomes of .innovation--

both product and process--can best be achieved through planned, X
organized efforts 1nvolv1ng slgn;flcant numbers of faculty worklng

on learning problems common to several campuses.

Prggram Evaluation and Impact ' »
Ongoing project evaluatton'has been,  from the beginning, a multiple
responsibility of projedt-directors, the host campus, faculty: -
observers, student Dartloihants, the system offlce, and in several
instances, outside evaluation. experts., In the rlrst two vears of
the program,xreJorts frofm projects 1nd1cated that nearlv hirty-
three thousand students beneflted in one way or another irom the .

v : . .
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_-and campus.policikes which hi der' flexibility and ghange.

J°

'« There is increasing evidence that inrovations instdifuted by faculty
Y membgrs with the assistance of the Fund- are stimulating othe

_ materialsy Mapy of the projects have served to better define the

L4

From an'organizétional standpoint, establishing a division with

.

/‘a specially designated staff has aided the system in develdping

- ‘difficult to_gbtain. Even 1f continued resources were assured, the

.

. ‘. - }
| ~ '\‘\_ L4 . ’
.. . . L ‘
. \ . . . . .
activities supported. ‘Furthermore, over thirty-£five hundred’ faculty |
and administrators have been involved with one or mpxe activities Y

of the Program. Many have attended conferences on i vletenting
change, workshops on the uses of educatljonal technology, including:
training programs on Lnstrhctiohal applications of the computeri;ed ]
test item data bank, and seminars ‘on the applieastion of Personalized -

Systems of Instruction. A

[N

faculty to try out new teaching techniques. Many of the projeécts
have testelt some . of the rhetoric of higher education, éspecially
that of educational reform. We know that many students are neither
,motivated nor equipbed to undertake full responsibility for their !
own learning, regardless of the quality of the learning assistance .

variety of program structures required for students to supceéd

in the CSUC system<institutions.- We hav€& accomplished, to a limited
degree, some rethinking of the céncdept’ of general education and

the meaning of the baccalaureate. We have spotlighted some system:

Projects. and programs stres Jhg inter-campus coopegatioh, generally
within .the same discipline,fHave tended to bring ‘faculty from " '
sister institutions .closer ‘together to consider cormmon problems,.
and some 'of the thought and effort which have gone into projects
for innovation have borne fruit in other areas, such as the rapidly
déveloping external degree program, * i .

To a significant degree, important experience has been gained in
the application of educational technology for instruction in off+
campub settings,®resulting in a Better understanding  of its
limitations, as well as its exXCellent applications. Eveén more

“important, the Program has Qrought to the attention of the faculty '
a numbersof different ideas which they have since used ih their

courses and prograns.. : , s,
? = ) ‘ .

primary regponsibility for the program within the Office ‘of the -
Chancellor, has contributed significantly, not only in the

project awards procesg and in monitoring and maintaining ongoing
project evaluation, hut also in serving-as a focus. for other activ-
ities which may be placed under the rubric of innovation. Having \

systemwide meetings on innovation and change, seeking other areas

fqr SuppqQrt, and serving ‘as spokespersons f&¢ the “program's objectives.
[ : : .,

Despite these many indications o< success, several problems need

to be addre$sed for maximum ampact in the future. First, of course,

assurance of special funding availability is essential, yet °

task of extending, refining, and imbeading innovation remains.

To extend innovation in the broadest sensé involves a reallocation

of resources. In higher education, this is difficult;.in-a state

s . , . K 4
Y . I a

N
Ly
.
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‘impossible, particular s
 come to grips- fully with the manifold changes which may be needed

, measufelsych knowledge.

. .
- .
.
s " . B ‘
. " . o\
. / . N . . )
. - .

]

¢ . ' 3 , &
lyttcm‘zperating under, close fiscal supervigion,)it is nearly '
' ﬁy in the short run. The systen has yet to

to develop a viable strategy for achieving those changes.,’ .

. a . - '
In great measure, faculty-deyeloped projeets—have concentrated on '\‘//
course rearganization, using\Eelf-paced media of one variety or
another. Ways of assessing student learning ipdependent of
organized courses and measuring competencjes at the major and
degree level have yet to be extensively explored. Particularly
in this latter instance,-our faculty, like most other faculties
in the United States, find. it most difficult to move away from-.
individual baccalaureate programs and disciplines, and to identify’
both what is important for a graduate to know, and how best to -

z

The tas¥ of maintaining enthusiasm for innovation and the commitment
to evaluation is difficult, and yet must be accomplished if the
program is to continue to be effective., Already some waning of
interest is taking place on campuses which-at the outset exhibited -

" the greatest enthusiasm. All .of these factors uUnderscore the need .

to maintain program flexibility and tO generate among the faculty
e motivation o continuously expand and refine thei; teaching

roles, skills and objectives. . .

» . . ‘.
With respect to the Jlatter point, the F has become increasingly
aware that coupled with organizational change and a multi-campus
thrust, more attention must-be paid to faculty. The continued
revitalization of faculty-is critical if the program is .to
survive and prosper. S -

Faculty revifqlization, however, must not be.defined merely as
instructional skill development. Rather, it mu3t include -a
more encompassing approach to faculty development, incorporating

‘a larger conceptual framework in which organizational and nersonal

development are as essential as is instructional improvement. A’
comprehensive fagulty development program is paramount if a- program

for planned change is to have maximum impact. The Center far

Professional Developnent represents such an ‘effort. - ¢ //

The Center: for Professional Development

. No better evidence exi'sts of HPD&L's commitment to broad based change

and the improvément of instructio®, and the regognition of its
success by the federal government, than the Center for:-Professiopal
DevelBpment, which was, established as a combined effort of the U{S.
Offide of Education's 'Fund for the. Improvement of Postsécondary
Education gnd the Office of the Chancellor. Funded at approximately
$.5 million over a thnree-year period, the Center has been -
established as an integral part of NPD4E to coordinate, guide,
evaluate and test alternative types of faculty development programs
4

in the CSUC system. )
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Al‘hough various tyues of "faculty development® activites have . . -
.been attempted by colleges and. unlver81t1es durind the last. ten .
years or so, most of them have 'focused on rather specific toplcs

such as recruitment procedures, use of sabbaticals and reduction of
student/faculty ratios. Other efforts of faculty development have
been largely cosmetic in nature, offering various types of instruc- -
tional services for those few faculty o ask for help in upgrading
their instructional skills and-teaching performance. Few faculty

‘/development programs have represented comprehemsive, active

interveptions in the teachlng-learnlng process. As a, result, there
are few.guidelines concerning either the kinds of faculty developnent
programs which best improve the quallty of instruction or the quality
of life at the university or ways in which'to best implement faculty
development programs generally, ~

‘ .

'Eabh‘éaﬁbﬁs’in the CSUC systém is .quite different, with - its own
distinctive -needs, resources and goals.  Thus, in keeping with
the expérimental -and exploratory nature of this project, each
has- designed its own distinciive program representing a differéent
approach to faculty developrient. The Center is coordinating the
various individual.effqrts to form a comprehensive faculty,
developnent program, providing the necessary human. and material

- resources~to each individual campus. In this way, the campuses _‘

benefit from heing part' of a systerwide program learning more fron

, the experignces of each other. A Policy Board, consisting of ’

representatives from'each of the 19 camnhuses, a ber of the
Statewide Acadenic Senate and two members of the ancellor's
Office, sets broad policy for the guidance of the Center, Qut
each campus 1nﬁlements and operates its own programs.

> .
Although it would have been 1deal ﬂor each of the 19 memher canpuses
of- the system to ddont different nodels of faculty development to-
provide a comprehensive assessnent of the relative meri:ts of each,
inevitable limitations of tlncranu resources_ resulted in‘ the.selection
of six prototyplc canpuses (throuon a prooosal-and-reV1ew nrocess)
to participate intensively in the-Center's program. .This nunber
is large enough to test several alternative strategies in different
geographlcal settings, and §till small enough to allow the Center's
staff to concentrate 1its resources and energies in the most
beneficial manners»—2At “the same tine, the Center. is providing as
much assistance as possible to ea¢ch of' the other campuses iny - -~ -~ ~
the system, and efforts to develop a consortia focusing on
faculty development are under way on four addltlonal campuses.

Commitment to the Center and its programs has heenmadé not only

by the Office of the Chancelldr, but by the participating campuses
as well, Each of the six funded campuses has demonstrated both
‘institutional support and financial commitment in a variety of ways,
First,.endorsement: of the campus. plans was obtained from the

faculty senate at each institution. Secondly, and equally important,
local campus administrations indicated sypport by provxdlng at -
least oné staff position as well as necessary support services,
secreta;1al help, and office facilities. Both the ate support

- u




and the financial commltment on the part of: the administration’ were
requirements for partlcxpatgon in the,Center '8 program. o

The six participating campuses range in gize and location from

the small, relatively isolated San Bernardlno campus (129 faculty:;
3,489 students) to a large mgtropolitan university .ih San Jgse

(900 faculty serving 264,794 students). As mentioned. previously,
the 8ix campus programs represent different approacheg to' faculty
development, San Jose is focusing on the. developmentzof a dlagnostlc
self-appraisal instrument for £faculty-and resource ma erials
rélevent to each dimension'of the instrument. The Nérthrldge campus . .-
has established an.Institute for- the Advancément ¢f Teaching and
Learning; providing released time for departmentally nomznated
faculty to address ‘problems and issues ‘abqut higher education

in general and fhe Northrldge campus in particular. ;

CthO is focusxng on administrative developrent as part of a ./‘
wanivergity-wide commitment to professional development and teachlng
improvement, assxstlng dﬁanf ande department chairpersons in an .
exploration of wajs by which they may facllltateqfacult] growth.

The San Bernardlno and 3a¥ersfield campuses have eaci} established
progtams to assist faculty :in the development of effective
instruetional strategies. Presno is undertaking a corpnenen51ve
approach that includes a.review of its rewagd stricture, its
recruitment, tenure and promotion procéﬁures,.as well as faculty
and administrative teac11ng 1mnrovement programs, -

Each of the six campuses has desxgned an evaluation plan appropriate
to its particular objectives, and each activity of poth the Center’
and the campus programs will be evaluated separately and cummula-
tively. In addition, in'its first year of activity thke Center has
conducted a number of training wotkshops for campus project staffs
in order to develop leadership skills on the part of ,the individua}
project directors and to promote the exchange of ideas, experiences
and problems among the campus staffs. 1In.fact, one of the primary
- goals for the first year, in addition to the vast "tooling up
process necessary for a project of this 'size and comolexlty, was
to" create and maintain an environmgent conducive to ehange--an -
atmosphéee of collaboration and mutual support 1n which the project
staffs of the six campuses could work together on rmon problems
and-dréw.upon/each other's skills and resources ra her” than relying
"experts® for help. We have strong evidence to date’
suggesting that we haye accomplished this goal. . Y
Project .directors from San Jose, both skilled media soec1allsts, have:
been asked to help evaluate the media resource facility on another -
of the .Center's campuses.. Stlll another campus team has visited .
two other campuses involved in the program. Each part1cxpating
campus team is being_invited to attend workshops for faculty held
on other campuses, and the exchange of ‘telephone calls and written
materials among the six campus teams is increasing. Good .
relationships have been established with the pro;ect directqrs and
their staffs, which should farilitate even more rigorous and
productive efforts in the next two years. ,ﬂ, .




Of course, all of -the evidepce\ls not yet in. 1In fact, we ‘,
are currently in the process of undertaking a formal evaluatgpn
of our first year's.,efforts. Colleges ahd universities in qeneral,
and the CSUC system is no exception, properly aspire to excellence
in teaching. s The process of 1nnovatlon, change, faculty . .
development and evaluation withjin the .system, however, must
be. cohtlnuoﬁs, orn monentun for change which has_been generated «
is -in danger of belng lost. Efforts to improve our programn,
based on .empirical data, are essentlal if the systen is to remain
viable and responsive, : ) - ) . )
DJ!lng the. last three vears, the progranm for innovation has prov1ded
a systemwide fotus and special support £ dr faculty, staff and '
studerits to experiment and to annlv the results of those experinents
to the total college progran, The Center. for Professional Develepnent !
will continue to ®Bncourace faculty tq ex Dlore and ‘exanine theit roles,'
‘their relationships with students and each- otner, their classroon
teaching”and their institutional environments. ‘The Program for
Innovation and the Center ‘for Professional Development will continde
to generate new goals re5ﬂon51vh to, changing conditions, continuously
‘reassessing proqgress and moleVL%ﬂ nroqgrans where necessary., The
commitment to multiple foca,, couolea with an absencc of pre-determined -
notions about whicH teaching strategies or new programs should be
encouraged and which shoulds not, will be maintained. The.Program has
utilized and will centinue'to utilize a-judicious evaluation &ystem
which ré&cognizes the broad Jdimensiong of teaching, and is sensitive,
to the many diffetrent types of campuses and different styles and
A;klnds of instruction and instructiongl nrograms. Opetating to-

gether within -the structure outlined above, we-hope to continue to.
demonstrate that a coordlnated and gignificant effort for creative

¢ + .change and renewal can‘be carried out within a statewides system , -
of hlgﬁer education, and that the qyal;ty of instruction can be
improved on all of our member campuses.

.-
i




